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Foreword

On 21 October, 1987 Professor Piotr Wandycz, Professor of
History at Yale University, delivered the third in the series of
M.B. Grabowski Memorial Lectures in Chancellor’'s Hall,
Senate House. Professor Norman Davies, Professor of Polish
History at the School of Slavonic and East European Studies,
was in the Chair. The Lecture was made possible thanks to the
generosity of the M.B. Grabowski Fund.

This volume contains the English and Polish texts of the
Memorial Lecture, together with a bibliographical essay by
Professor Wandycz, which provides a critical review of works
dealing with Polish diplomatic history during the period
covered by the Lecture. Professor Davies’ introduction to the
Lecture has been added as a preface.

The Editor would like to thank both Mrs Irena Eile for
translating the Lecture into Polish and Maria Korzeniewicz-
Davies for translating the Introduction into Polish. Thanks
also go to the M.B. Grabowski Fund for a grant towards the
printing of this book.
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introduction to the Lecture

Chancellor's Hall,
Senate House,
University of London.

12 October 1987

My Lords, Ladies and Gentlemen,

45 years ago, in the late autumn of 1942, when England was
rejoicing in the news from El Alamein, a British military
transport plane took off from Portugal, and landed at an air
station near Bristol. It was carrying, among others, a Polish
Government official and his family, who had recently made
their way through Spain from Vichy France. The son of the
family, then 19 years old, had just completed a period of
study at the University of Grenoble, and was heading for the
Polish Army in Scotland where he was later commissioned
as a 2nd Lieutenant in the First (Armoured) Division of
General Stanistaw Maczek. That young student and soldier,
of almost half a century ago, is our distinguished guest
today.

(.)

Piotr Stefan Wandycz was born in 1923 in Krakow. But he
grew up, and went to school in the great city of Lwow,
which, he feels, more than anywhere, to have been his
Polish home. After leaving Poland in the first weeks of the
war in September 1939, he lived in Romania and France,
before coming to Britain for his war service, as already

‘ described.

At the end of the war, like many Polish ex-servicemen, he
was drafted into the Polish Resettlement Corps. But, unlike
many of his compatriots in the PRC, he spent those years on
leave as an undergraduate at Fitzwilliam College in Cam-
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bridge,_ where in 1948 he took his BA in history. | am sure
thaf this information can somehow be incorporated into our
Polish Migration Project Report which is now being comple-
ted for_the trustees of the M.B. Grabowski Foundation. From
C.ambrldge he came to this University, where he studi-ed for
his PhD at the London School of Economics under Professor
C’harles Manning. From London, he went to the College
d E_urope at Bruges, and then in 1951 to the USA, first to
Indiana, and then in 1966 to Yale. For the last two decades
he has been a full professor at Yale in certainly one of thé
!argest, apd arguably, the most eminent History Department
in the United States. In that time, he has established himself
:§ Ia sch9lar _of international repute, a leading specialist in
h;gtgrn;aatlt?ro?:.tow’ and the senior practitioner of Polish
But, since this is London University, permi i
Professor YVandycz of his days hetrYa. pHis ;onc:tz::l r:ar::;ri\sd
presentgd |n'1951, was addressed to the subject of ’Libera’I
lr_wternatlonahsm: the contribution of British and French
liberal thought to the Theory of International Relations’. It
surveyed the progress of liberal thought on foreign affa.irs
from Beptham and Mill to T.H. Green and L.T. Hobhouse;
from Thiers, Lamennais and de Tocqueville to Laboulaye’
Prevpst-ParadoI, Lerey-Baulieu, Molinari, and Revouvier’
an_d it analysed their ideas on such things as Nationality, the’
!’rmctplg of Non-Intervention, on Peace, international mé)ral-
ity, and international law. The thesis is remarkable on at least
:vz:nscores: remarkable on the one hand for its lucidity — as
e ‘;’)vers:naflly_attest; remarkable also for being, surely the
Pol?; A :; o h_lstory by a _Polish historian, which has no
rolish urces in an extensive bibliography, and as far as |
could < ?(a),oonly one short passage to the Polish Question in
e oo pages. _At the .t|me, the young Dr Wandycz was
o yBuct: toolmg.hlmself in the priorities of British scholar-
" r?d # (o] avpld .the ‘Polish Elephant’ with such single-
ed determination must be seen as an act of English
un\:lerstatement, without parallel. .
raye?jngi?; Oall_lt:‘wed himself just one comment which bet-
e e ls’ :eart. In a section entitled, ‘The Balkanisa-
o P pe’ he quoted a lofty letter from Clemenceau
rewski in 1919: ‘I must also recall to your consi-
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deration,’ stated the French premier, ‘the FACT, that it is to
the endeavours and sacrifices of the [Allied] Powers ... that
the Polish nation owes the recovery of its independence.’
Wandycz added his gloss: "This TONE’, he wrote, ‘this tone
hardly showed an understanding or sympathetic attitude.’
Since then, Professor Wandycz's publications are too hume-
rous to mention in full. They include 10 major books, and 70
academic articles. His diplomatic studies, such as France and
her Eastern Allies, 1919-25 or Soviet-Polish Relations 1917-21
or The United States and Poland are definitive works. His
survey of The Lands of Partitioned Poland, 1795—1918, recently
reprinted, is by far the most reliable and comprehensive guide
to perhaps the most important century in Poland’s past. If | may
say so, as one Who has not always been so skitful, he is a
diplomatic historian in both senses of the phrase: he is a
scholar who has both studied Diplomacy, and has practised its
skills. Professor Wandycz visits Poland regularly and it is no
mean feat, whilst maintaining his strict independence of view,
to be as highly regarded in Poland as among his compatriots
abroad.

Professor Wandycz's greatest achievement, however, is to
have spanned the cultures and traditions of the countries, to
whose affairs he has devoted a lifetime of scholarship, absorb-
ing the best qualities of each as he passed along. His work
exudes the industriousness of American academe, the refine-
ment of French leaming, the fearless honesty of a Polish
inteligent, and the cultured restraint of a gentleman from
Cambridge. In short, he is a true liberal intemationalist in direct
succession to the thinkers whom he studied so many years ago.

In this regard, | should perhaps close in melodramatic fash-
jon, in a tone, of which Professor Wandycz may not entirely
approve, with one of Lamartine’s ringing slogans from 1848,
which nonetheless found its way into his youthful dissertation:

La verité, c’est mon pays
(Prawda, to jest moja ojczyzna)
(Truth is my homeland)

" LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, PROFESSOR PIOTR WANDYCZ.

Norman Davies
(Professor of History, University of London).




POLISH DIPLOMACY 1914-1945:
AIMS AND ACHIEVEMENTS

Piotr Wandycz

The word diplomacy, as Harold Nicolson reminds us in his bril-
liant little volume on the subject, has different meanings. It is
used as a synonym for foreign policy, it signifies negotiation or
the process and machinery of intemational intercourse, it
applies to a branch of the foreign ministry or refers to skitful
conduct of affairs. In this presentation the term will chiefly be
used in the sense of foreign policy broadly conceived, compris-
ing theoretical foundation, and its execution. The adjective dip-
omatic will appear chiefly in contrast to military or economic.

Foreign policy implies the existence of a state and a
government, yet in the Polish case neither existed between
1914 and 1918. During the two and a half years which followed
there was a govemment in Warsaw, but the shape and nature of
the state was still somewhat fluid. Thus, it is only during the 20
years of the inter-war period that we can speak of a ‘normal’
diplomacy exerted on behalf of a 'normally’ functioning
member of the international community. Then, during the
Second World War, a novel and unusual situation arose. Polish
state territory was occupied and partitioned, but an intema-
tionally recognized government functioned on foreign soil, first
in Angers, then in London. As one readily sees, Polish
diplomacy had to operate during a good part of the 1914-1945
period under conditions which differed greatly from those of an
average European state. When one examines its aims and
achievements this has to be borne in mind.

The outbreak of the First World War found Polish lands
under the rule of three different powers, two of which
(Germany and Austria) were struggling against the third

" (Russia). This constellation created a great opportunity for

the Poles seeking to regain unity and independence. The
question arose, however, whether one could achieve both.
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Did unity, or independence, claim priority? Which bellige-

rent side offered greater hopes of fulfilment of Polish aims?

Finally, in view of the fact that the old Polish-Lithuanian

Commonwealth had been dismembered some hundred and
twenty years ago, what constituted Poland in the second
decade of the twentieth century? .

If we discount the ephemeral Austro-Polish approach (for
which Poland’s future lay in a union with the Habsburg
Monarchy), and the somewhat marginal revolutionary cur-
rent, two major Polish trends and political centres emerged.
The right grouped around Roman Dmowski who regarded
the nation and its self-realization as the supreme goal. The
nation, he believed, guided by self-interest, had to struggle
for its survival. Seeking a Poland based on Polish ethnic
masses Dmowski viewed the old muiti-ethnic and gentry-
ruled Commonwealth as anachronistic. Modern Poland had
to be western, and not eastern, orientated: populist Piast,
not noble Jagiellonian. Thus, denouncing a good part of
Polish history, Dmowski followed his older associate and
mentor, Jan Poptawski, in the belief that even if Polish
struggles for freedom had ‘nothing in common with demo-
cratic principles and humanitarian ideas [and] social prog-
ress, our cause would be as good today and our right as
sacred’.! This amounted to a repudiation of the traditional
connection between the Polish cause and the struggle of the
oppressed nations of Europe against forces of reaction
embodied in Tsarist Russia.

Reversing the traditional Polish strategy on ideological
grounds, Dmowski argued that Prussia, which had annexed
the core of Polish lands, was the number one enemy.
Prussia’s rise to greatness was achieved on the ruins of
Poland and it resulted in a domination of Germany. The
German empire became a threat to Russia and indeed to the
European balance of power. Hence, Poland's cause was
inextricably linked with anti-Germanism, and Dmowski's
objective was to tie it with the Franco-Russian alliance. At
the b.eginning of the war he could speak only of unity under
Russia’s aegis, although he assumed that a united Poland
would be large enough gradually to gain independence. He
stressed Poland’s greatness, arguing that to anyone familiar
with European political geography there was no room for a
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eak state between Germany and Russia. By
er':azl’:, ::dmv;ant not only territoria!ly but also. iq terrns. of
national vision and dynamic will, tht{s dlstm.gmsr'u‘ng
between the Polish nation amti‘ the little nationalities
i) of the Habsburg monarchy. '
(naErs‘:gt’;::shing his headquarters in the west in late 13156
Dmowski strove to become Poland’s §pokesman. in the allie |
camp and elevate the Polish question to an mternat;_c‘a(n?
level. His task was not easy. He. had to play down the li gyel
loss of Eastern Galicia to Russia; he feared_§ comrrgrr:g:h
peace which could produce another partltlo:' ot oue h
lands. As Russian defeats began — and Dmowski re roesapken
tively claimed that he intuitively expected Russia :o |;~|and's
by the end of the war — he} spoke boldly ?‘ F;) nd's
independence. Although he did not foresee the us‘;1 ian
revolutions, they enabled him to use another at:'gum;zarrier
favour of a great Poland. Only a power could be aould er
between Soviet Russia and Germany; a weak state w
bridge. )
mgee\ll\éla:)pingg his programme of reconstruct;:(,mb,(:n ;thaef
continent in a privately printed pamphlgt called r: g
Central and Eastern Eurepe, Omowel S5 tery, and the
e pushed back to their ory,
S:LTs:n'sg tr,noFr:archy, which he termed 'ar_\ plcer . geitr;:\;e:d
A non-Germanic Central Europe comgnsllng na mdiﬁ e
some multinational stateds \;1v0tfxlc: helpelar:: e:«sl.';,\feguar g
uilibrium and the future p " .
Eu;gf 2flnh?: ability and diligence, Dmowski could not s:a;::z
the course of international events. He \had not :a;;s& e
first Russian proclamation to the Poles of A_ugus, decr’e and
he was taken by surprise by ;h? I:'encr::rie:lcéf:; :e O e
ne 1917 establishing a Polish ar . B
:‘::pitalized on these develgp:p?‘nts. Hetgls;)e ;;:fyne:gdsls‘l,ft::\é
i rs of a large Polish army , -
ger?r":laids f?: the wake of the Two Emperors Manfnie:s’g::
(November 1916). Dmowski provecll largely sucg:essin -
gaining a real monopoly of Polanfls represepta:;‘oen e
west, although Ignacy Paderewski's efforts In 2 The
' States were, by and large, independgntly.ptgsuust. A
formation of the Polish National Corr"amme:e.m L;sr;‘ pd
endowed the Dmowski-led diplomatic activity Wi
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formal. status. Between September and November, the
Cor_nmlttee was recognized by France, Britain, Italy and the
Umtted States as the official Polish representation in the
west.

Dmowski, the thinker and the political strategist, often
seen as Poland’s unofficial foreign minister during tr;e First
World War, is usually contrasted with Pitsudski, the military
leader. There is some truth in this generalization but not
absolute tl.'l.lth. Dmowski did not underestimate the import-
ance of military means, nor did Jézef Pitsudski ever neglect
politics. Endowed with qualities of charismatic leadership —
stressed by foes and critics alike — he was a leader in more
ways th.an one. It would be a mistake to take seriously
Pitsudski’s utterance to Cracow conservatives in the winter
of 1914:_ 'l leave politics to you, and | keep the sword'.?
Pllsudslfl became a soldier when he had come to th.e
conclus:lop that armed struggle was the only way leading to
P.(,)Iands independence, and INDEPENDENCE was Pitsuds-
ki s‘k.ey word. _But to the end of his life he lived and breathed
politics, showing an uncanny ability to sense developments
anlg,apgrcl)fch them as a master tactician.

itsudski’s insistence on the force of arms w iti
and mo‘rz':lly motivated. He fulminated against ::ep?\:.;?i::'glz
of pe!rn'tlons which had made the Poles passive and
subm|s§lve. To regenerate morally and to throw off the
corrupting effect of the recent past, the Poles could not
stand by and wait for decisions to be taken by outsiders
They haq :co fight. But would a Polish military effort matte;'
v\{hen m.llllon-strong armies were battling for victory? Here
Plf:udskl reckoned that the belligerents would be so
?:rcaeuit;e:‘ildbya:h: en_c! of the war that even a small Polish
crt;alte accor"r\plisheﬁi;;ccils .moment, seize the initiative and

itsudski’s strategy was in a sense bolder, and seeming}

E::elscir;s:t?te?t, than Drpowski's. By aligning himself goyr
Bure o O|caI reasons with the Central Powers, he pursued
dog e 32 Polish struggle against Russia, but he exclu-
Cloulm r‘)N < :s. Althougl'] he insisted that one could not
thought it I|'k any certainty the course of the war, he
daraghe l ely .that superior German technology would

ussia during the first phase of the struggle, and then
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the Central Powers would succumb to the greater potential
of the west. This meant that the Poles would go first against
Russia and then turn against the Central Powers. Pilsudski
was careful to establish some links with the west — of which
more later — being, as he put it, neither ‘deaf nor blind to
the so-called pro-Entente arguments’.4 An independent
Poland, he said ‘could not find herself in the future in
opposition to the western powers with which she had
always been linked by ties of friendship”.’ _
Fighting on the German-Austrian side against Russia,
Pitsudski conducted from the very beginning a subtle policy
of preserving and increasing his independence. This was a
complex political poker played with the Central Powers in
which the stakes were raised whenever possible, especially
when Russia seemed no longer a real threat to Poland. Even
though confined to the homeland it was clearly a diplomatic
game with all the subterfuges and nuances one usually
associates with it. The other less well-known feature of
Pilsudski’s diplomacy related to the Entente powers. From
1914 such emissaries of his camp as August Zaleski in
London, Wiadystaw Baranowski in Rome or Aleksander
Debski in the United States sought to explain the reasons for
Polish cooperation with the Central Powers. Michat Sokol-
nicki acted as a kind of ‘foreign minister’ of this group. The
west was being told of Polish motivation for endorsing the
Provisional Council of State and later the Regency Council
set up in Warsaw by the occupying Germans and Austrians.
These representations naturally ran counter to the line
taken by the Polish National Committee; an inter-Polish
strife developed in the west. In the United States, the
Paderewski-led camp was clashing with the pro-Pitsudski
KON {(Komitet Obrony Narodowej). The leftist groups
accused the Polish National Committee of representing the
forces of reaction and anti-Semitism. This unedifying strug-
gle was damaging to Poland’s cause, yet few leaders could
rise above partisanship as did Erazm Piltz (of Dmowski's
Committee) when he wrote that Poles should work for their
_country with equal zeal on both sides of the barricade, but
be careful not to harm each other. In these conditions the
image of a deliberate Polish division of roles between pro-
Entente and pro-Central Powers, projected by some histo-
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rians, appears very much an a posteriori construction.

Each of the two Polish centres was scoring successes and
suffering defeats. The ideological stage of the war, intro-
duced by the revolutions in Russia and the American
belligerency, proved most conducive for the cause of Polish
freedom. In an atmosphere of a crusade for freedom and
democracy came the two statements of President Woodrow
Wilson — particularly the Fourteen Points — the proclama-
tion of the Russian Provisional Government and the man-
ifesto of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’' and Soldiers’
Deputies. These declarations, as well as the official Allied
statement of June 1918 calling an independent Poland an
element of peace, naturally stemmed from international
considerations which transcended the Polish case. Yet they
would hardly have been made were it not for the relentless
pressure exerted by Polish diplomacy. By this time, a
veritable Polish diplomatic service was being born. Along-
side the already-mentioned representatives of the Pitsudski
camp in the west, there grew a much larger diplomatic
network operating under the Polish National Committee. It
included such people as Wtadystaw Sobanski and Stanistaw
Kozicki, Erazm Piltz in Paris, or Kanstanty Skirmunt in Rome.
The rudimentary Polish statehood arising within the Con-
gress Kingdom under German-Austrian occupation compri-
sed a Cabinet and within it a Political Department —
dominated by conservatives — which by October 1918
assumed the name of Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Stanistaw
Gtabiriski was at its helm. Unable thus far to exert any real
diplomatic functions, the ministry was preparing a cadre of
Polish diplomatists. All these developments facilitated the
task of improvisation within an independent Poland emerg-
ing in November 1918.

Some historians, especially in the west, have argued that
Poland, re-emerging in 1918, owed her independence
exclusively to a fortuitous combination of circumstances.
The_(?isintegration of Austro-Hungary removed one of the
partitioning powers, while the collapse of Germany and the
revolutions in Russia temporarily paralysed the remaining
two. Tpe efforts of the Poles appear almost superfluous, and
are written off as inconsequential. This is indeed a distorted
picture. Polish efforts to regain independence and unity had
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been in evidence since the Partitions. From the late 18th
century, the Poles had fought in six uprisings and one
revolution. While the Polish question lost its international
character in the last decades of the 19th century, the war of
1914-1918 naturally revived it. But the favourable circumst-
ances would have remained an empty frame were it not for
the efforts of Dmowski, Paderewski and Pitsudski, which
filled it with a living content.

In mid-November 1918 Jo6zef Pitsudski assumed power in
Warsaw and notified the Entente of the re-emergence of an
independent Polish state. At this point only a small part of
what used to be pre-partition Poland was under the effective
control of Warsaw. In Eastern Galicia the Poles were locked
in combat with the Ukrainians. The former German pro-
vinces, even after the successful uprising in Wielkopolska,
remained apart awaiting the verdict of the Peace Confer-
ence. In the eastern borderlands, chaos prevailed. Pitsuds-
ki's authority as the temporary chief of state and
commander-in-chief in Poland was at first not recognized by
the allies. The French pressed for the recognition of
Dmowski’'s Polish National Committee as a provisional
government, backed by its own armed force in France, the
so-called Haller Army. This kind of dualism which could be
fatal for Poland was fortunately overcome at least formally,
by the mediation of Ignacy Paderewski. By early January
1919 a compromise had been reached. Pitsudski remained
chief of state, Paderewski became premier, foreign minister
and the chief delegate at the Peace Conference in Paris.
Dmowski became the second delegate and his Committee
recognized as Poland’s official representation in Paris.

The compromise did not resolve the question of who was
really in charge of Polish diplomacy. Pitsudski wished to
have a special counselling organ in Warsaw to direct foreign
policy, but no such body materialized. His delegates, sent to
join the Committee in Paris, found themselves largely
pPowerless, since Dmowski made it clear that only his point
of view would be represented at the conference. Thus the
compromise could not mask the existence of very real
differences between Pitsudski and Dmowski on the shape
and the position of the reborn Polish state. A de facto
dualism undermined the credibility of the Polish position.
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Both Pitsudski and Dmowski agreed on the goal of a large
and strong Poland. Was Poland ‘to be a state equal to the
great world powers or a little state in need of the protection
of the mighty?’ Pitsudski asked. And he called for an all-out
effort to turn the wheel of history so far that Poland ‘would
be the greatest power not only militarily, but also culturally,
in the east'.®
Pitsudski and Dmowski, however, differed basically on

how this was to be accomplished, Paderewski finding
himself closer to Pifsudski’s position. Seeking borders which
would, by necessity, go beyond purely ethnic Polish territory
unless the country were to be reduced to a new version of
the Duchy of Warsaw, Dmowski adopted as the criterion
Polish cultural and economic presence, in addition to
population figures. This meant going beyond the 1772
borders in the west by the inclusion of parts of Silesia and
East Prussia and giving up territories in the east annexed by
Russia in the first and second partitions. The reborn Poland
would be a unitary centralized state except for ethnic
Lithuania which would receive cultural autonomy. This was
the territorial programme presented in Paris.

The Paris Peace conference, concentrating on the treaty
with Germany, had to resolve first the issue of the new
German-Polish border. The French supported Dmowski's
claims wishing to make Poland an anti-German bastion and
a powerful ally. The British and, to a lesser extent, the
Americans opposed a settlement which would be too
unfavourable to Germany. Did Pitsudski, as it is sometimes
asserted, show no interest in the drawing of the western
borders, regarding them as a ‘present’ of the Entente? Did
his alleged neglect of the western settlement stem from a
concentration of all his efforts on the east, and result in
hurting Polish chances in Upper Silesia, Gdarisk (Danzig)
and East Prussia? Was the later Polish capitulation at Spa in
the summer of 1920 a by-product of Pitsudski’s foolhardy
ventures in the east?

Recent and less partisan research has shown that
Pitsudski, while recognizing the obvious fact that the final
Ge.rman-Polish settlement would mainly depend on the
allied policy toward Germany, was very much interested in
the drawing of the western borders. A stronger position in
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ore vigorous
would allow Poland to pursue a m
therwe?:‘ the east; the more powerful thg sta.te would
b Ic:lne the greater the chances for promc_mng his e.astern
gez? n ’No-one denied a west-east connection. The Pulsud§-
kietesg a-nd later Paderewski, reproached Dm:wskl tha:t byfa:;':
' i e was, in :
:w of complete reliance on France .
ﬁo:gng Polish chances vis-d-vis the Up[ted Sfates and
B?itain who were likely to have the deCIswg Y9|ﬁe. att rt::t
’ i's illusi i in British inte
nce. Dmowski’s illusion that it lay in
tC:';fuer;zort Poland, a mistake he later acknowledgbed, c;on:-
i [ h. which was bound 1o
ined with his general appi:oac , '
ta):::agonize Wilson and especially Lloyd C_-ieou_'ge. At a t!me
when the principle of national self-determination xvas rellgn;
ing supreme — at least in theory — Dmpwsk| s goa:' o
absorbing and ultimately digesting non-Polish nationa r:tles
could find little support. His great Polan_d.would| ave_
included some 40 or more percent of Ukrainians, Be or:s
sians, Lithuanians, Germans, Jews etc: Would no(t1 ::)ucth:
multi-ethnic construction be more easily en:o:)stea u:itary
i tion and n
tente in the form of a Iarge- federa
tsitr:lte? This was Paderewski’s idea, and alread.y towarg z:e
end of the war he had tried to win over Wilson ar:J ! g
Americans to the somewhat extravagant plan of a Unite
tes of Poland. w . -
Sul;ilsudski did not view Paderewski’s fed:ralls;r ?dso':r::h?n
i i i d about the
ic or applicable in practice. He muse
?:e eas?’pwhich opened and closed, bIov;m_ by. thti egef:(l;::;11 g:
ivi f nationalities In
the civil war and the struggle O i gy
i i i sahting the Bolsheviks, Pitsuds
sarist empire. While fighting \ _ :
:imed at the creation of a large bloc unqer Polish leac:\e::hr:g
bound by federative ties or links of allflance;s _i-n:fe asae o
int — i 1d significantly t
exact blueprint which wou r / gy
i Russia. Invoking the Jag
distance between Germany and he Jag
i in Wilno to the population
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erate with Germany against the Poles, coop-
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el
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masterly diplomat, nor a good tactician, which has been
noted at different times even by such associates as Stani-
staw Grabski and Juliusz Zdanowski. ,

True, there was not much that he could have accom-
plished regarding Polish eastern frontiers which the Peace
Conference was reluctant to deal with in the absence of a
recognized Russian government. it was not even certain
which states would border Poland in the east. Yet one thing
appears clear, namely that Dmowski overestimated the
willingness of the Russians to acquiesce in the division of
the borderlands along the line of the second partition. The
allied declaration of 8 December, 1919 on the temporary
delimitation of purely Polish territories (the basis of the
future Curzon Line) was influenced by the anti-Bolshevik
Russians who would not concede to Poland anything
beyond the. old Congress Kingdom.

Does this necessarily mean that the Pitsudski aiternative
was correct all along, and we mean not only ‘federalism’ but
his handling of the controversial question of peace and war
against Soviet Russia? Did Poland have the possibility of
concluding a lasting peace with the Bolsheviks in early 1920
which would have left her with better borders than those
subsequently achieved at Riga? Being in the possession of
Minsk and Wilno the Poles would have been in a better
bargaining position toward Lithuania. Having concluded
peace they would have avoided the concessions made at
Spa and could have resolved in a more advantageous
manner the question of the Teschen controversy and the
East Prussian plebiscites. On the other hand, one can argue
that freed from the Polish danger the Bolsheviks would have
liquidated more quickly the remnants of the opposition in
the Ukraine and defeated Wrangel. Had they wished to drag
out the negotiations with Poland and gain maximum
publicity (as they did at Brest-Litovsk) they could have do so.
As their power increased so would their strength at the
negotiating table. And we must not forget that we do not

know what borders the Bolsheviks really had in mind — the

1920 offer concerned a demarcation line, not a frontier, also

an armistice, not a peace treaty.

Pitsudski, as we know, chose the force of arms in the

spring of 1920 as the only available means of achieving a
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with Germany. We shall have occasion to return to this

point.

The conclusion of the Riga peace treaty, followed by the
Upper Silesian settlement and the adoption of the 1921

" constitution, opened the inter-war period properly speaking.

in the field of foreign policy three options existed for
reducing or eliminating threats to Poland, (1) an alliance
with either of the two great neighbours, (2) neutrality
between the two, reinforced by a regional system, (3)
neutrality strengthened by an alliance with France. The
second and third options were not mutually exclusive; to
some extent they could complement each other.
The possibility of leaning on one great neighbour against
the other appeared to many outsiders the only logical
course for Poland to follow. Yet this was an option that was
purely theoretical. As Pitsudski had said in October 1919: “If
we were obliged to link either with the Germans or with the
Bolsheviks, it would mean that our work would not be
completed. Poland’s civilising mission would remain
unfulfilled’.®> Reliance on Germany entailed accepting revi-
sion of the Versailles agreements and abandonment of
Polish lands. No Pole would be prepared to take this step. In
the early post-war years it would mean a breach with
France; later it could perhaps be achieved under the French
aegis but still at the cost of territorial sacrifices; on the eve of
the war Poland could ally with Berlin on Hitler's conditions,
which on the face of them were relatively modest (Gdarisk
and the extraterritorial rail and road communications across
the ‘corridor’) but which implied a total subordination to
German policies. An alliance with Soviet Russia would first
mean a complete isolation of Poland and a breach with the
west, even if it may not have entailed any territorial losses.
Later it would mean subordination to Russian policies
within a larger framework with France's blessings. This, too,
was not acceptable to any Poles, the small Communist
group excepted. The policy of neutrality, later described as
that of balance, was the only alternative. It became, in
Pifsudski's‘words, one of the two canons of Polish diplo-
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czechs and ... stand together unflinchingly. But one cannot

overcome a certain feeling which makes a rapprochement

impossible'.“ The pro-Czechoslovak Seyda made it clear

that unless Czechoslovakia adapted herself to the Russian

policies of Poland and Romania, a Central European bloc

would not materialise. It is true, however, that when in the

late 1930s the Czechoslovak-Polish antagonism reached its

nadir, and Beck calmly envisaged the partition of Czechoslo-

vakia so as to remove an obstacle in his Danubian policies,

the opposition in Poland bitterly criticised the anti-Prague
line.

The third option, alliance with France reinforcing Poland
in the first place against Germany and secondarily against
the Soviet Union, was achieved in 1921. It was largely
Pitsudski’s work, as was to a lesser extent the alliance with
Romania, sighed the same year. Both were heavily endorsed
by public opinion. The French alliance, in spite of all its ups
and downs, remained a cornerstone of Polish diplomacy
throughout the inter-war period. The Marshal termed it
(together with the Romanian alliance) the second canon of
his foreign policy.

Pitsudski determined the course of Polish diplomacy from
1918 until his death in 1935, except for three years from late
1922 to early 1926. Beck continued it, or believed he did,
until 1939. Hence we should concentrate our attention on
the Marshal and his ideas; some of them have aiready been
mentioned. While conscious of Poland’s weakness, Pitsudski
was fiercely independent and highly suspicious of what he
called ‘foreign agencies’. He believed in secrecy and many
people shared the view of the peasant leader, Wincenty
Witos, that ‘hardly anyone in Poland knows the foreign
policy roads on which Mr Pitsudski travels'.? His decisions
and moves may occasionaily appear impulsive and unpre-
meditated, but as the French ambassador, Jules Laroche,
stressed, they were the result of long meditations. His
lucidity and ‘finesse’ struck the French foreign minister,
Louis Barthou, in 1934, that is, only one year before the

Marshal’s death. Pitsudski combined a certain type of

romanticism with a hard-boiled pragmatic approach. He

disliked multilateralism in international affairs as ineffective,
and viewed the League of Nations as grounded in prevailing
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fashion, not in reality. Bilateral agreements always struck
him as most sensible and likely to be effective.
l:Jnlike Eduard Bene$, who elevated foreign policy to a
philosophy and a system, Pitsudski hardly ever theorised
atzopt matters international. Indeed, among Polish foreign
ministers only Aleksander Skrzyriski had attempted, in his
§peeches and writings, to relate diplomacy to a broader
ideological-philosophical framework. That is not to say that
when Pi.isudski came to power in 1926, he had no clear ideas
on foreign policy. That he did, and his followers tried to
construct a Pilsudskite doctrine of Polish diplomacy. A
perceptive historian of inter-war diplomacy, M. Zachal:ias
has ;ug_gested its five characteristics: ‘stability, consistency’
continuity, independence, activity’.’® Pilsudski’s chief aim
after 1926 had been to emancipate diplomacy (and military
affal_rs) from the constraints of domestic politics. By 1930—
3?, if ngt earlier, this had been achieved, and a distinctive
Pnfs-udskl-type line emerged under Beck. A good description
f’f I.t appea_red in a Romanian diplomatic report in 1937:
f’ollsh foreign policy appears at first glance as a tortuous.
Img..lts E_:dversaries see in it appearances, the absence of a
guiding l.dea and of political consistency. [This is] a grave
error which proves a complete misunderstanding of Polish
pohtlcal-mentality and of the special situation in which
f’oland finds herself.’” And he adds that the famous balanc-
ing act, so much criticised, reflected nothing else but the
co_:_w;ern go 'p:eserve an independent state’.
e principle of balance was, as we recall, one
canons of I?ilsudski’s diplomacy; the alliance w;:;ﬂl‘:fatr:tg
and Romania being the other. Zaleski related how, shortly
?::—2': the _N!ay 192§.coup, Pitsudski spelled them out to
iy IgN Ministry officials. At that time, it was painfully clear
at Fl:ance had been seeking to diminish her alliance
ol')llgatlons.. The victory of the French left in 1924, combined
wr:jh such international developments as the D’awes Plan
220 Le?-:?'rno, marked the epd of the heyday of Franco-Polish
rest?icte dlonr.] Locarno, which was anathema to Pitsudski,
ot Bt_e f'reedgm of the French to assist Poland
b dang»;ronanfds policy of a reconciliation with Berlin could
ated boer us from the Polish viewpoint. Pitsudski differenti-
etween what he termed the French system in East
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Central Europe based on Prague and the bilateral Franco-
Polish alliance. He was interested only in the latter and
above all in its military side. Well aware of the fact that
French active assistance was increasingly dependent on the
position of London, he cast his eyes in that direction. It
would be a gross over-simplification, however, to say that
the interest in a pro-British line distinguished the post-May
regime from the pre-1926 governments. Already Skrzyriski -
had wished for a rapprochement with Britain, and one could
go even farther back than that. But the concept that the road
to Paris led through London could not be successfully
applied given British lack of interest in Poland until 1939.

Between 1926 and 1930 Polish diplomacy fought to fill the
security gap created by Locarno, which was likely to grow
should the allies prematurely evacuate the Rhineland with-
out asking for any German guarantees to Poland. It was
obvious that Paris wished to subordinate the Franco-Polish
alliance to a general détente in Europe even though the
1927-1928 attempt to water down the military convention
met with Pitsudski’s refusal. The evacuation of the Rhineland
and the settlement at The Hague Conference in 1930-31
appeared to the opposition in Poland as a major defeat of
the ‘sanacja’ diplomacy. National Democrats blamed Zaleski
for a policy of accommodation to Briand rather than coming
into the open with sharp protests and support for the French
rightist opponents. Yet Zaleski’'s low profile and the emph-
asis on the theme of peace could hardly have been replaced
by another approach.

In the post-Locarno atmosphere it was essential to
diminish the fears that Pilsudski might revive his military
plans against Russia. That Poland was fundamentally pacific
should not have been a secret to anyone. The country was
too weak to embark on any adventures. This was stressed
by such different people as General Sikorski at a cabinet
meeting in 1922, Skrzyriski in his numerous utterances, and
Pitsudski, both before and after May 1926. Publicly and in
private the Marshal repeated that he would have to be mad
to risk his victor’s laurels in a war against Russia. At the 1931
deliberations connected with the disarmament conference,
the Polish General staff’s assumption was that Poland would
strive to strengthen peace and in the worst case seek to




22
PIOTR WANDYCZ

‘delay the outbreak of ‘18
; ut war."™ Yet, suspicions f Pi i’
r<:‘k:ntf¢(edera_llst pProgramme and of the Prome?he::&:s'“s
e Zesegg\)gpzr: fertnzncipation of the non-Russian peog;’;
sisted in the west and i
° . Nnd among th
agg:j(:cara:; opponents. In .reality, if the Pifsudgkifez ?:;It:m:tl
: uction of Russia to its ethnic border at ajj tl?ey

dreams about i
advancing eve i
. n b
endless Russian space'_1sg one kilometre into the

The non- i ]
glimmerogf '?‘)gr:s;:on treaty with the USSR was the first
prised ooy DZV : at the Ggrman-Soviet pincers might be
concessions. ht c(;zopments: in the west, first Franco-British
follome 1993 berm_any' in the matter of disarmament
a direotorme - 5 y Hitler's rise and Mussolini’s proposal oil‘
Pact et i) ae great ;?owgrs — the so-called Four Power
replaced by s, Bnew situation. In late 1932 Zaleski wa
transition 102! eck as for‘eign minister, which heralded ,
policy. One ore dyr]amnc, and tougher, Polish forei n
fcation of it wag the defiant opposition (:crae;g:

POLISH DIPLOMACY 1914-1945 23
Four Power Pact. Another, the controversial ‘preventive war’
overtures to France. The term itself is a misnomer, and
Pitsudski's objective seemed to have been to test the
determination of both France and Germany. One can doubt
the existence of an explicit offer, but there were certainly
various trial balloons of which the French were well aware
— and scared. In Berlin the tough Polish line inspired
respect.

Did Pilsudski at this stage revise his main foreign policy
assumptions? Judging by his instructions to Beck, he did
not. He again stressed the importance of the direct relation-
ship with the neighbours and loyalty to alliances. He
opposed a subservient posture and acceptance of decisions
taken without Polish participation. Beck later translated this
typical Pitsudski concern about independence into the
‘nothing about us without us’ slogan.

In January 1934 Pitsudski executed his most spectacular
and controversial coup: the non-aggression declaration
with Germany. The pact (as it is often, if not quite correctly,
described) was arrived at without French involvement but
explicitly preserved the Franco-Polish alliance. The declara-
tion was partly possible because Hitler broke with Moscow,

but it confirmed the fact that the German-Soviet pincers had
been torn open. The declaration, and this was perhaps its
most important — if somewhat paradoxical — purpose, was
to make Poland less dependent on France, to enhance
Warsaw’s value in French eyes, and to prevent the possibility
of a Franco-German deal at Poland’s expense. ‘In
Mackiewicz’s words: ‘Only since January 26, 1934 does
France begin to count with us as an ally’.’” This was largely
an illusion.

Most likely Pilsudski regarded the declaration as a
temporary arrangement, a chance too good to be missed.
He told his collaborators that he could guarantee peace for
just four years; the pact was valid for ten. This was a pretty
accurate forecast. The declaration, taken jointly with the
non-aggression treaty with Russia, formally introduced the
balance policy (Beck journeyed to Moscow shortly after the
signature) but the balancing act would not be easy to
maintain. Pitsudski himself spoke of two stools and won-
dered which one he would fall off first — the declaration was
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to gain time, or as a contemporary joke had it, to remove
Poland from the hors d’oeuvres on the German revisionist
menu to the category of dessert. That Germ’an\ expansion
would be deflected from east to a south-eastern direction
{Austria and Czechoslovakia) did not worry Warsaw.
Pitsudski regarded the two states as doomed anyway.

The policy of balance was explained to the French in the
following terms: history and geography have taught that
‘our decisive problem is the neighbourly relationship with
Germany and Russia’, and ‘that the biggest catastrophe
which befell our nation stemmed from the activity of these
two states ... [and] one could find no power in the world that
would come to our help’. Hence, ‘Warsaw'’s policy can never
be dependent either on Moscow or on Berlin’, and should an
attempt be made in that direction ‘we shall be forced to say
non possumus’.'®

Even if the policy of balance was to be fully accepted by
the two great neighbours, and Beck's visit to Moscow
showed that the Russians were not convinced that Poland
would maintain a strict neutrality, one had to reconcile the
principle of balance with that of alliances. On paper

everything was correct, but just as Locarno had cast a
shadow on the Paris-Warsaw relationship, so did the non-
aggression declaration. Would it be possible to revert to the
intimate alliance of the early 1920s? The Poles insisted on
several occasions that should it come to a Franco-German
war they would unhesitatingly fulfil their allied obligations.
In fact, if the declaration would make the Germans attack

France first this would, in the Polish opinion, ensure a two-

front war. Should the Germans attack Poland first this was

not so certain. No wonder then that on military grounds the

Poles felt that the declaration was an asset. The main French

concern, however, was diplomatic, not military, and the

declaration complicated the tasks of French foreign policy.

This was evident when Barthou visited Poland in the spring

of 1934 and when the French sought to pressure Warsaw to

adhere to the Eastern Pact based on Franco-Soviet coopera-
tion. Warsaw refused to become part of any multilateral
system which would compromise her policy of balance.

Pari§ and Moscow saw it as evidence that the Poles were
leaning toward Berlin.
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presentation their importance can only be mentioned but not
analysed. Let us look first at the connection between domestic
and external policies. Although it would be difficult to attribute
any concrete Polish diplomatic move to exclusively domestic
considerations or to see a definite impact of the sejm on foreign
policy matters, the two spheres were obviously not unrelated. If
we look at the diplomacy of the early 1920s, the Zaleski era and
the Beck years, we can see a certain symmetry between them
and respectively the ascendancy of the sejm, the period of the
premiership of Bartel (bartlowanie), and the post-Brze$é tight-
ening of the authoritarian regime. Ignacy Matuszewski,
writing in Polityka Naroddw in 1935, stressed that Pitsudski’s
diplomacy was never a function of the domestic struggle for
power. He opined, however, that by 1931-1935 an equilibrium
was reached between external and internal policies, by which
he meant Pitsudski's mastery in both spheres.

It is not easy to characterise the input of public opinion and

that of political trends. A historian and diplomat, Michat Sokol-
nicki, had harsh things to say about Polish public opinion, sway-
ed by ’prejudice, gossip, and even foreign suggestions’. He
spoke of ‘constant contradictions and vacillations ranging from
a naive faith to suspicion, from uncritical enthusiasm to unjusti-
fied disappointment’.?® Aleksander Bregman cited a Polish
diplomat who said that when he returned home and read only
the local press he quickly lost touch with international realities.?’
Laroche accused the Poles of having real difficulty in under-
standing the western mentality. Pitsudski castigated the ‘Polish
brain [which] does not know how to see soberly and concret-
ely’22, The French military attaché spoke disparagingly of the
intoxicating ‘great power elixir’ served to the public periodically
by the governmental press. While the Poles have a tendency
either to flagellate themselves or to seek comfort in self-
reassuring myths, they find it very difficult to understand why
they may not be attractive as partners. In the inter-war years, as
Karski suggests, Poland’s domestic instability, national minority
problems, military weakness, and distrust of the foreign
ministers abroad, all operated against her.

The complex phenomenon of the Polish mental climate
undoubt-edly affected the conduct of foreign policy. The
Pitsudski-type Weltanschauung with a stress on military
virtues and imponderabilia militated in favour of determina-
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‘and abroad of the ministers and of the entire diplomatic
s personnel, would be most desirable. It would provide us with a
petter idea how effective an instrument the ministry was and
_how justified were the numerous criticisms made of it. Lacking

tradition it had only 20 years to coalesce and function.

Can one speak of a definite impact of the army on Polish
diplomacy? The fact that Pitsudski was a marshal and his
closest collaborators were generals or colonels may convey a
distorted picture of the situation. Such keen observers of the
Polish scene as Ambassador Laroche and the British Consul
Savery opined that it would be a mistake to draw comparisons
to military juntas or to regard these ‘colonels’ as typical
representatives of the army establishment.2® Yet, a certain
element of military mentality and fashion did prevail, Beck
himself stressing his colonel’s rank. Pitsudski insisted that he
was the only man in uniform in Poland who was engaged in
politics, and in that sense the army’s interference as a distinct
entity was not real before 1935. After Pitsudski's death the
possibility of an army-foreign ministry dualism emerged when
Marshal Edward Rydz-Smigly took over the position of
commander-inchief. The organ of the army Polska Zbrojna
began to voice its views on foreign matters. Even then, however,
although there is some debate on this score, Beck succeeded in
retaining an upper hand in the matters of his department.

The army was, of course, an all-important factor in diplomacy,
but in a different sense — guns, as the saying goes, are the
ultima ratio of kings. For years Poland counted with the N+R
(Germany plus Russia) stretegic threat. The question whether
Germany or Russia were more dangerous to Poland in the mid-
1930s was posed by Pitsudski to Beck and Szembek on the one
side and the mili-tary chiefs on the other. The issue of the
military convention with France preoccupied both groups. So
did the relative weakness of the Polish army, especially in
equipment and economic support, even though military
expenses absorbed roughly one third of the state budget. Given
the relative economic backwardness of Poland, army expendi-
ture was a tremendous strain, but could produce only mediocre

results. Foreign help was essential, and on several occasions

Poland had to plead for financial aid from France. She never

received enough of it.
The economic factor can only be touched upon here. The dis-
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French and anti-Soviet prejudices of Pitsudski; as having

suffered from great power illusions; and as being badly execut-

ed by Beck, who trusted German assurances. This point of view

was challenged by those who argued that the Polish position

was determined by the great powers’ policy of concessions

toward Germany. Poland had no choice and Beck, therefore,

could hardly be blamed for what eventually happened. Accord-
ing to yet another interpretation, the post-Versailles system was
doomed, yet Poland was not a mere object — Warsaw could
hasten or delay the catastrophe. Beck, however, basing his
policy on incorrect assumptions, finally allowed himself to be
surprised by events. The critics suggested as the only real
alternative a consistently pro-Soviet policy, but several of them
admitted that given the politico-socio-economic structure of
Poland this was not a viable option. In most recent surveys of
inter-war Polish diplomacy there is a marked tendency toward a
more balanced treatment. While some of Beck’s moves are
criticized, his general line is viewed with understanding.

The point periodically restated — that Poland was a mere
object of the great powers’ policies — is partly obvious and
partly misleading. It is obvious in the sense that the smaller the
resources of a state the more limited its possibilities and the
greater its dependence on the mighty, but this was not a
uniquely Polish phenomenon. Furthermore, had the Second
Republic been simply a plaything of the powers, the conduct of
its diplomacy and indeed its study would be largely irrelevant
and pointless. The real question is how well did Polish
diplomacy perform under very difficult conditions? 1t is easy to
win the game holding all the aces; a player with a poor hand is
unable to win, but he can be more or less skilful. He can biuff,
prolong the game, and minimize his losses.

A somewhat nuanced verdict on the aims and achievements
of inter-war Polish diplomacy would be in order. The twin
canons of balance and of alliances could hardly have been
replaced in the existing circumstances without compromising
Poland’s security and independence. True, they were not easy to
reconcile with each other and they created complications in the
region, but regional cooperation under Polish leadership was
not a real possibility either in the 1920s or late 1930s. It is a futile
exercise to try to guess what Pitsudski would have done in the
changing conditions of the late 1930s, but there is little doubt
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that Beck tried to adhere to the line the Marshal had estab-
lished. In doing so, he may have accentuated its weakest and
most dubious points. For a status quo state like Poland it was
hardly fitting to undermine further the prestige of the League of
Nations or to induige in ‘little revision’. On occasions Beck gave
the impression of having imbibed the ’‘great power elixir
although he officially and privately kept denying it. It was
unfortunate that Poland's foreign minister had the distinction of
being among the most unpopular actors on the international
scene, even though popularity per se was no guarantee against
disaster. Beck’s protagonist Benes§ experienced this in the dark
days of Munich. Still, Beck's diplomacy did provide Poland’s

enemies with some ammunition during the Second World War,
making her position more vulnerable.

* ¥ *

With September 1939 we enter the stage of war diplomacy
with all its characteristic features. The central goal is victory or
at least avoidance of defeat and all diplomatic efforts are geared
to it. The influence of military operations becomes supreme,
diplomacy being affected by or even subordinated to war
strategy. If inter arma muses are silent, the diplomatists are not,
but they tend to become single-minded.

The staggering Polish military defeat — the Blitzkrieg was as
yet a novelty — had an adverse impact on Poland's international
standing. Those people in the west who had always ridiculed
Polish claims to a great power status were gloating. The heroic
resistance of Poles, and their priceless contribution in the form
of the Enigma, could not change the brutal fact that a recreated

Polish army abroad would be very small and dependent on the
allies for its equipment. Militarily the Poles were no longer
partners to be treated with deference; their attempts to
participate in the Supreme War Council were partly successful.
The occupation of the homeland deprived the Polish govern-
ment of its natural base and its resources. True, the gold of the
Polish Bank had been evacuated abroad, but the government,
operating first on French and then on British soil, had to live on
credit. Its dependence on the host country was unavoidable.
The French interfered in the constitution of the new cabinet
(under the presidency of Wtadystaw Raczkiewicz) with General
Wiadystaw Sikorski as premier and commander-in-chief. Later,
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cause she could be defeated, and one had to prolong her
ssistance, then because she was bearing the brunt of the
ghting and there was fear of a separate Russo-German
peace, finally, because the Soviet Union was rising as one of
he super powers, and it was felt that one could do little
bout it. As part of the process, public opinion in America
> and Britain had to be 'sold’ on Russia, and convinced that
he gallant Russian ally was fighting for the same goals as
the western democracies. As the USSR was pictured as the
embodiment of all the virtues, the image of Poland had to
suffer. Hypocrisy on an unprecedented scale became
unavoidable, though regrettable, element of wartime allied
propaganda.

The story of Polish wartime diplomacy falls into two
periods, each of them subdivided into two distinct phases.
The first, dominated by the person of General Sikorski,
lasted from 1939 to 1943, the Soviet-Polish treaty of July
1941 constituting an internal watershed. The foreign minis-
try during those years was, up to mid-1941, in the hands of
August Zaleski, and thereafter in the care of Edward
Raczyriski. The second period was mainly that of
Mikotajczyk's premiership to December 1944, its last phase
corresponding to the brief tenure of the Tomasz Arciszewski
cabinet. Tadeusz Romer was foreign minister in the Mikota-
jczyk government, Adam Tarnowski in that of Arciszewski.
Although Polish foreign policy was in the final analysis
shaped by Sikorski and to a lesser extent by Mikofajczyk, it
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and the sj . :
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f“r’;?t]icsg lll'lcy the Polish foreign service loyally supported Sikorski in his
v, E course. Could one expect, however, a total change of
outlook and direction of Polish post-1939 diplomacy?

The entire generation of the Second Republic, irrespective
of whether they had been adherents or adversaries of the
pre-war regime, shared certain common characteristics
derived from the struggle for independence and the defence
of the endangered inter-war Poland. Sikorski himself,
although he had spent a good deal of time in the west, and
had been. influenced by it, was also a product of the ardent
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early 20th-century Polish patriotism. Does it mean that he
was essentially a continuator and an exponent of the pre-
war outlook on matters international which he adapted to
the new circumstances? Or was he an innovator trying to
turn a new page of history? The American scholar, Sarah M,
Terry, argues that the latter was the case. According to her,
Sikorski, while obviously drawing on past ideas, wished to
re-orient fundamentally the internal structure and the exter-
nal relationships of his country. Rejecting the concept of
balance (or of that of the two enemies), together with Beck’s
scheme of a Third Europe, he pursued a triple programe of a
Central European federation or confederation, of a west-
ward extension at Germany’s expense, and that of recon-
ciliation with Russia. This programe she sees as a definite
departure from the eastern Jagiellonian heritage, and she
credits Sikorski with the promotion of the Odra-Nysa
(Oder-Neisse) border. As for the means the General
employed, she stressed Sikorski’s ‘plasticity,’ which resulted
from lack of leverage over the great powers.

This interpretation is by no means universally accepted.
Most historians recognize Sikorski's talents, view him as an
autocratically-inclined (although a believer in democracy)
and an immensely vain person — he even said on one
occasion that he could handle Stalin if nobody interfered —
but question his great vision and design. The ‘plasticity’ that
Terry lauds, they ascribe to a long-lasting tendency of
leaning on a great power, first Austria, then France, then
Britain. Did Sikorski trust the British unreservedly and take
literally Churchill’s alleged exclamation in 1940: ‘We shall
conquer together or we shall die together?’?® His constant
efforts to gain a second great ally, the United States, may
belie it. An assessment of Sikorski's personality is rendered
more difficuit by his sudden transitions from optimism to
pessimism or vice versa. Since he spoke no English, how
much were his statements affected by the translator's
views? Did Sikorski try to imitate Pitsudski for whom, all the
differences notwithstanding, he had great respect? Did he
believe that the 1918 collapse of both mighty neigbours
might repeat itself? There are no easy answers.

The contrasts between Sikorski and Pitsudski have been
convincingly outlined by Raczyriski in his World War ||

and his ability to
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- Bene$ as a mediator between Poland and Russia. For all his
willingness to approach the Polish-Russian problem in a
conciliatory and flexible fashion, Sikorski was at no point
willing to make Poland a client state of the USSR. It was
easier to criticize past policies than to face similar predica-
ments oneself.
While the Polish-Czechoslovak rapprochement was mak-
ing slow progress and the notion of a regional federation
was gaining British, and more vaguely American support,
the German invasion of Russia suddenly placed the latter at
the vortex of world affairs. The possibility of a German-
Soviet war had been ruled out by Zaleski, and although
there were a few dissenting voices, the Polish government
was not politically ready for the new situation which arose in
June 1941, The foreign ministry’s circular of August 1940
had indicated that should Russia find herself in war with
Germany, the Poles may have to revise some of their
attitudes toward the USSR. But the pre-condition for a re-
establishment of relations would be Soviet recognition of
pre-war borders, the evacuation of occupied Polish lands,
and the creation of Polish units in the east under Polish
: sovereign command. These views had not been further
4 elaborated, and when Sikorski addressed the Soviet Union
on the radio his speech was not thought through and his
overtures to Russia most vaguely phrased. It appeared that
the general preferred that Britain take the initiative to
mediate a Soviet-Polish settlement. This may well have
been a mistake.
The Sikorski-Maisky pact of July 30, signed largely under
British guidance and pressure, constituted, together with
the subsequent Sikorski visit to Moscow, the crucial phase of
Polish wartime diplomacy. The initial Soviet conditions —
emphasis on ethnic Poland, wartime cooperation through a
Polish national committee in Russia, and Polish troops there
led by a Soviet-appointed commander — were intentionally
tough to leave room for bargaining. The Soviet refusal to
recognize the Riga frontier was, however, unshakeable.
Sikorski saw the necessity for an accord, but he strove to
obtain a Soviet repudiation of the Molotov-Ribbentrop line
(restoring the status quo ante), a release of Polish deportees
who would provide the backbone of an army, and the
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aback when Stalin confronted him in December 1941 with a
proposal to talk about this very issue. Was Sikorski wrong in
refusing an exchange which at least may have acquainted
the Poles with Stalin’s ideas of a settlement? Did the Soviet
dictator intend, as Sikorski told the British later, to push
Poland westward? Or did the general try in an oblique way
to probe the British feelings regarding Poland’s acquisition
of East Prussia, Gdarisk and Upper Silesia? One thing seems
clear: Sikorski began to give more serious thought to
possible concessions in the east and acquisitions in the
west, but instead of keeping direct communication with
Stalin, he sought to strengthen his position by British and
American backing. This too may have been a tactical error,
for the backing was singularly ineffective, and it may have
increased Stalin’s suspicions of Polish-British collusion.
Sikorski's renewed efforts to accelerate the talks with
Czechoslovakia, and to consolidate his position as an
unofficial leader of the smaller allies, were also seen as a
means to strengthen his hand vis-a-vis Russia.

Sikorski had good reason to be concerned with Russian
diplomatic moves. In negotations with Anthony Eden for a
Soviet-British alliance, the Russians demanded an explicit
recognition of their 1941 borders (with the exclusion, at
Eden’s request, of the Polish-Soviet sector). They clearly
wanted to have their conquests legitimized by the west.
Simultaneously Moscow was looking askance on any plans
of a regional federation in East Central Europe which would
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Did Sikorski contemplate a direct approach to Russia? In
October a well-known Polish journalist, Ksawery Pruszynski,
appealed in a highly unorthodox article for a bold decision
which could affect the life of the nation for centuries to
come. He argued for a break with the five hundred years of
the Polish past by giving up the east, turning to Szczecin and
Wroctaw and resuming the heritage of the Piasts. The Polish
leader was hardly in a position to contemplate such a drastic
move. Even if he wanted to, Sikorski was not powerful
enough to act against the overwhelming opposition of his
countrymen. And who could guarantee that Moscow would
not treat the concessions as a first step in the direction of
transforming the Polish government into its tool? The
historically-minded Poles could recall that even the pro-
Russian stooges of the Targowica confederation had been
cheated by Catherine Il. Would any, except a communist
government, provide guarantees of full obedience and
loyalty to Moscow?

The revelations in mid-April 1943 of the Katyn massacre
provoked an insufficiently guarded Polish reaction which
the Soviet Union promptly used to break off relations with
the Sikorski government. From now on Moscow’s tactics
would consist in demanding as a price for a resumption of
diplomatic relations a transformation of the London cabinet,
while simultaneously opposing to it a rival Polish commun-
ist centre. Indeed, a Union of Polish Patriots had come into
existence in Russia, and it extended its political umbrella
over General Berling’s Polish division sponsored by the

USSR. As for a Communist vision of Poland in Europe, it

was provided by a leading ideologist, Alfred Lampe, who

wrote that the new pro-Soviet Polish state would be

bordered by the Oder in the west and the Curzon Line in the

east.
The Katyn affair was followed quickly by two other blows:
the arrest by the Gestapo of the commander of the Home
Army, and the death of General Sikorski himself in a plane
crash at Gibraltar. The cards were heavily stacked against
Poland when the Government passed into the hands of the
peasant leader, Stanistaw Mikotajczyk, whose experience
and standing were not comparable to Sikorski’s. The
supreme command went to General Sosnkowski, who
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sharply differed from the premier. A second period of

Polish wartime diplomacy began, and there is much to be

said for Terry’s point that ‘in retrospect it was Sikorski's

failure and not Mikotajczyk’s that marked the end of hopes
for a genuinely independent and democratic Poland.'?®

The principal task facing Mikofajczyk’s diplomacy was the
re-establishment of relations with Russia. To do so, the

Poles had to rely on British efforts and try to enlist American

backing. They also sought to use the Home Army (the

largest underground in occupied Europe) as a political asset
and as a means of building a bridge to Russia. Ambassador

Romer had made overtures in that sense to Stalin (before

the breach); Mikotajczyk discussed it with Roosevelt; the

government argued this point with the Foreign Office. All in
vain. It was a tragic paradox that the Home Army did not
really play a major role in allied military planning; for the
west it was geographically remote, for Russia politically
inconvenient.

The British approach, increasingly based on the formula

of Polish territorial concessions in exchange for internal
independence, could only be pursued in violation of commit-
ments to the Poles. Respecting Mikotajczyk’s opposition to a
discussion of territorial questions at the Moscow conference
in October 1943 Eden could do nothing. As for Secretary
Hull, he regarded the Polish issue as a ‘piddling little thing’
unworthy of inter-allied debates. Mikotajczyk kept arguing
that Soviet ambitions did not stop at the Curzon Line.
Moreover, while the British and the Americans seemed

inclined to condone Polish losses in the east, they were

vague about compensation in the west. Churchill was

growing impatient with the Poles. He opined that ‘nations
who are found unable to defend their country must accept a

reasonable measure of guidance from those who had

rescued them and who offer them the prospect of sure
freedom and independence’.?® Whether Churchill was as
sanguine about the prospect as he sounded or not, he was
determined to impose a settlement on the Poles.

The Tehran Conference saw the application of Churchill’s
ideas. The story is too well known for me to dwell upon it
here. The importance of Tehran is greater than that of the
more publicized Yalta, which really saw the closing of the
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brutal pressure Mikotajczyk went through the humiliating'»
experience of another Moscow trip in October withoyt}
achieving anything. His remaining hopes were pinned on}
the United States. If an American guarantee could be
obtained for Poland within her new borders, which Polish §
communists and Russia had accepted on August 27, he":
could still try to overcome the opposition of the Polish :
Cabinet. But Washington was unwilling to assume any real :
obligations, and on November 24, 1944 Mikotajczyk res- 3
igned. Addressing a British audience shortly thereafter, he 3
said that he had not been asked to compromise but

surrender; this he could not do.

The new government, headed by the veteran socialist, 3
Tomasz Arciszewski, with Adam Tarnowski as foreign
minister, can best be described as the Government of j
National Protest. Indeed, what else could it do but to 3

proclaim loudly that Poland would not capitulate to Stalin as
she had not capitulated to Hitler. If the possibilities of
diplomatic manoeuvre of the Mikotajczyk Cabinet had been
extremely limited, those of the Arciszewski Cabinet were nil.
The west was concentrating its efforts on expanding the
base of the Soviet-sponsored government in Poland by the
addition of Mikotajczyk and a few other non-communists. it
was placing its hopes on future free elections. In mid-July
1945 the allies recognized the so-called Provisional Govern-
ment of National Unity and withdrew its recognition of the
Arciszewski government. The wartime chapter of Polish
diplomacy was over.

Mikotajczyk, and even Sikorski, who had decisively sha-
ped Polish foreign policy, were not entirely free agents. The
substitute parliament may not have counted for much, and
Sikorski dominated the Cabinet; yet the Polish leaders could
never act in a way that would be at total variance with the
national outlook and values. The impact of public opinion is,
of course, harder to assess in wartime than under ‘normal’
conditions, and even more difficult in a divided and
occupied country. There were far-ranging differences
among Poles at home and abroad, including the American
Polonia with its pro- and anti-Sikorski wings. But one thing
seems clear: most Poles could not comprehend why, as
loyal allies and the first victim of Nazi aggression, they
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the inter-war period based on false assumptions? Their
critics have failed to show convincingly the existence of
other alternatives. Sikorskis scheme of a regional East
Central European confederation based on the Warsaw-
Prague axis was perfectly logical and advantageous from a
Polish and European viewpoint, yet Polish diplomacy lacked
the means, especially in view of relative western indiffer-
ence, of overcoming Soviet opposition to it. Would a
tripartite Soviet-Czechoslovak-Polish pact have constituted
a viable alternative? Judging by the fate of the Soviet-
Czechoslovak 1943 treaty, which became in fact the first link
in the chain of Soviet alliances with the region, such a pact
would have been counter-productive. In the final analysis,
the western powers aimed at a post-war world based on
cooperation with Russia and they were unwilling to com-
promise this objective by confronting Moscow over the
Polish rights. The argument, advanced by the Poles, that
placating Russia ‘at their- expense was another form of
appeasement, dangerous for the future, was met with the
accusation that the Poles were jeopardizing the post-war
order. Obviously Polish diplomacy was not in a position to
prevail.

An examination of Polish diplomatic efforts over the
relatively short period of thirty years leads us towards the
conclusion that the real source of Polish defeats must be
sought in the past. As Henryk Wereszycki has put it, ‘Poland
since the beginning of the eighteenth century has oscillated
between freedom and captivity.”*® Unable to recover her
former status of a regional power, Poland has not found, or
been allowed to find, a proper place in the rapidly develop-
ing and changing twentieth-century world. Diplomacy is but
a composite and a reflection of multiple factors; geography,
demography, economic potential, prevailing ideology, politi-
cal culture, national character, religious beliefs. Diplomacy,
however, is also autonomous in the sense that it is related to
the prevailing international system. In our case, three such
systems existed: the disintegrating pre-1914 balance suc-
cessfully challenged by the Wilsonian and revolutionary
ideology; the inter-war system of Versailles and its decom-
position, and finally the transition age of the Second World
War pointing toward a future bi-polar constellation. Whether
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